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Prof. R. Tittler; Dr. M. Despland; Prof. J. Bhatnagar; Prof. 
G. Adams; Prof. T. Fancott. 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that the first item on the agenda would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session" and he asked anyone present who was not a member of Senate 
or who was not directly involved with the Convocation Lists, to leave the 
meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Minutes of September 28, 1979 


Dr. O’Brien advised that it had not been possible to circulate the minutes of the 
Senate meeting of September 28, 1979, in time for this meeting and therefore, the 
approval of these minutes would be put over to a subsequent meeting of Senate. 
Reports from Councils, etc 


Dean Swamy reported that Professors S. Lin and K. Krakow have been awarded a 
NSERC Strategic Grant in the amount of $58,400.00 for work on Solar Heating 
Systems for Cold Climates. The same two professors have also been awarded an 
ASHRAE Research Grant in the amount of $63,750.00 for work on Solar Source 
Pump and Latent Heat Storage. 79-9-5 Dr. Breen, Vice-Rector, Academic, for Arts 
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and Science, reminded Senate that at the September 22, 1978, meeting of Senate, 
U.C.C.C. presented seven recommendations on "Competence in Written 
Expression" (DOC-US-78-10-D9). Recommendation 4. stated "the Committee 
recommends the development of a thoroughly dependable diagnostic test by the 
Department of English and the Centre for the Teaching of English as a Second 
Language, working in collaboration with any other persons in the University 
having expert knowledge or appreciation of administrative implications, etc." At 
that same meeting an amendment was passed that the "Dean of Division I, Faculty 
of Arts and Science, be charged with the responsibility for implementing 
Recommendation 4". Dr. Breen advised that the person who occupied the position 
of Dean of Division I, was no longer with Concordia University and Dr. T. Gray, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, has been appointed to fulfill the mandate stipulated 
in the above mentioned amendment. 


U.C.C.C. Report on Curriculum Changes in the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


Dr. O’Brien explained that document US-79-9-D1 was the Report from U.C.C.C. 
concerning curriculum changes in two Departments in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science where, at the meeting of October 12, 1979, Senate passed the "Giguere 
amendment", providing a two week period to clarify the issues involved. He 
advised that Prof. Whitelaw was unable to attend today's meeting and he asked 
Prof. Gross to present the Report on behalf of the Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee. 


Prof. Gross, in presenting the Report from U.C.C.C. on curriculum changes in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science (DOC-US-79-9-D]), advised that he had learned from 
Arts and Science, that in every instance, the Faculty was prepared to deal with 
these matters as suggested by U.C.C.C. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, 
THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE DEPARTMENTS OF 
ENGLISH AND MODERN LANGUAGES, IN THE FORMAT 
RECOMMENDED BY U.C.C.C., BE APPROVED (DOC-US-79-9-DI). 


It was understood that the motion was to approve all of the recommendations in 
the U.C.C.C. Report (DOC-US-79-9-D)), and all of the curriculum changes in the 
Departments of English and Modern Languages, which were contained in 
document US-79-8-D4 and Addendum. 


With respect to Recommendation 5, page 3, document US-79-9-Dl, the feeling 
was expressed that a special Task Force or "study committee" should be struck to 
look at the question of script-writing, not only for film but also for the media. It 
was pointed out that one of the areas that Senate neglected to include in the 


discussion at the last meeting was the Journalism programme which contains a 
course for script-writing for radio and this could conceivably expand into the 
script-writing area in the future. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. TADDEO, SECONDED BY DR. 
WALL, THAT A TASK FORCE BE STRUCK TO STUDY THE QUESTION 
OF SCRIPT-WRITING AND MEDIA RELATED SCRIPTWRITING 
COURSES, UNDER THE CHAIRMANSHIP OF THE CHAIRMAN OF 
U.C.C.C.; THE COMMITTEE TO BE COMPOSED OF ONE MEMBER 
FROM EACH OF CINEMA, COMMUNICATION STUDIES, 
JOURNALISM,AND ENGLISH; AND THAT THE TASK FORCE REPORT 
TO SENATE. 


It was explained that the feeling of U.C.C.C. was that the problem of potential 
proliferation of script-writing courses and courses dealing with film would be 
answered, in the main, and in a very flexible way if we followed the 
recommendation put forward by the Chairman of U.C.C.C. That was, Prof. 
Whitelaw would be willing to accept and scrutinize any proposal from any 
department or unit in the University, at an early point in its development and 
before it was submitted to the appropriate Faculty Council. Prof. Whitelaw's 
intention was that, having discerned an item that might raise some controversy,, he 
would bring the concerned people together at that point, in a kind of ad hoc 
committee and thereby settle the matter when it was raised. That was, we would 
not have a standing committee to deal with each of these matters, but rather a 
flexible method of dealing with them, if and when it was deemed necessary. 


It was stated that it seemed that the intent of the amendment was that wherever 
there was a concerned party, someone from that group should be given 
membership on the proposed Task Force. It was pointed out that there was a 
script-writing course in the Theatre Section and it was suggested that one member 
from the Theatre Section in Fine Arts be added to the Task Force. 


The mover and seconder of the amendment, agreed that - ONE MEMBER FROM 
THE THEATRE SECTION IN THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, BE 
INCLUDED IN THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE TASK FORCE. 


The feeling was expressed that there were two distinct needs. The first was for a 
standing committee to review proposals and react to possible controversial issues, 
as proposed in Recommendation 5, page 3, document US-79-9-DI. There was also 
a need to establish a Task Force, to report to Senate on policy on script-writing, 
as proposed by the amendment. That was, this was not viewed as an either/or 
situation, but rather as two complimentary and worthwhile activities. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that what was stated above, was the technical effect of 
passing the amendment. That was, passing the amendment would not strike out 
the proposal that Prof. Whitelaw should receive copies of new undergraduate 
curriculum change proposals at an early point and discern any potential 
controversy, but there would also be a Task Force on script-writing. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. LAJOIE, SECONDED BY 
MS. DIACOUMACOS, THAT TWO STUDENTS FROM THE 
DEPARTMENTS INVOLVED, BE ADDED TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF 
THE TASK FORCE, 


It was argued that what was being proposed was that part of the mandate of 
U.C.C.C., whose expertise was demonstrated week after week, be taken away 
from that Committee and given to some ad hoc group which now suddenly 
becomes a giant ad hoc group working an a specific problem. It was pointed out 
that U.C.C.C. has always been in a position to strike an ad hoc Task Force to look 
at a specific problem and, in addition, there was provision in the composition of 
U.C.C.C. for student membership. Also, it was argued that it would be far more 
preferable to ask U.C.C.C. to strike an ad hoc Task Force, which may include 
students from the affected areas, rather than to set up a Committee of Senate to 
deal with one aspect of the curriculum. 


Dr. O’Brien explained that the effect of passing the sub-amendment was that if 
there was to be a Task Force, there would be two students on it. 


THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


The feeling was expressed that script-writing was a potential growth area in 
various parts of the University and the particular situation suggests that certain 
areas such as English, Cinema, etc., were involved in that development and should 
be brought together. In addition, the proposal to establish a Task Force should not 
be viewed as taking part of the work away from U.C.C.C. but rather, as a 
complementary activity to the work of U.C.C.C. 


It was argued that U.C.C.C. obviously recognized this as a potential area of 
controversy and has brought it to the attention of Senate at the point at which it 
was recognizable. It would not be appropriate for Senate to appear to be saying 
that U.C.C.C. was not exercising its mandate, but rather, to encourage the 
initiative indicated in Recommendation 5, of the U.C.C.C. Report, by suggesting 
to U.C.C.C. that it should proceed immediately on this because it has now become 
a major issue. In addition, if it was felt that U.C.C.C. was over worked and needed 
assistance on this, it could be suggested that. U.C.C.C. establish its own Task 
Force, rather than to pull it out of a system that was working and working well, 


and by so doing, have it appear that Senate has decided that it was not working 
and working well. 


It was suggested that perhaps rather than setting up a special Task Force which 
would report directly to Senate, it might be preferable to recommend to U.C.C.C. 
that it establish a committee with a membership as proposed in the amendment, 
which committee would report directly to U.C.C.C. and through U.C.C.C. to 
Senate. It was further stated that what was important here was not only that a 
special study be made, but also that the committee which would make that study 
would have a particular composition. 


The feeling was expressed that U.C.C.C.'s intention was not to carry out, in the 
first instance, the study itself. Rather, the idea was to strike a Task Force, much 
along the lines that have been suggested, to do precisely that. The results and 
recommendations of that Task Force would then come back to U.C.C.C. and from 
U.C.C.C. to Senate. The feeling was also expressed that U.C.C.C. 31 being the 
curriculum coordinating body for the University, should be the Committee which 
manages and channels all such matters. 


It was argued that the issue was not just a question of coordination, but it was 
also a question of policy, in which Senate should have a direct say and it should be 
reported directly to Senate rather than through a coordinating committee. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED 
BY DEAN SWAMY, THAT U.C.C.C. BE INSTRUCTED TO ESTABLISH A 
TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE QUESTION OF SCRIPT-WRITING AND 
MEDIA RELATED SCRIPT-WRITING COURSES, WITH MEMBERSHIP AS 
STATED IN THE AMENDMENT; AND THAT U.C.C.C. REPORT 
ULTIMATELY TO SENATE ON THE MATTER. 


It was wondered whether the sub-amendment was in order, it being explained that 
the point of the amendment was to tackle the problem in a specific way, while the 
sub-amendment would send it a different way, thus vitiating the point of the 
amendment. 


The feeling was expressed that the point of the amendment as explained above, 
suggested that U.C.C.C. was incompetent to handle this kind of business, which, 
it was argued, was a vote of non-confidence in U.C.C.C. which was totally 
unwarranted. 


It was stated that the amendment was not an attempt to challenge the competence 
of U.C.C.C., which one acknowledged as being extremely competent in 
coordinating curriculum development and curriculum presentations to Senate. It 
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was argued, however, that the problem was one that not only required 
coordinating, but one that also required policy direction. 


Dr. O’Brien advised that both ways which have been proposed to handle the 
problem, seemed to be perfectly legitimate, even though different people might 
have different reasons for preferring one or the other. He ruled that the 
sub-amendment was in order and stated that Senate would ultimately pass 
whichever approach it saw fit. 


THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Academic Regulations 


Academic Re-evaluation Regulations 


Concerning the Academic Re-evaluation Regulations, it was noted that the 
document number was incorrect and should be changed to US-79-9-D2. Dr. 
O’Brien explained that the Academic Re-evaluation Regulations have previously 
been approved by Senate, with the exception of items C.1 and C.2., which were in 
italics, under Priority Procedure, on page 2, document US-799-D2. The approach 
had been agreed upon in principle at the last Senate meeting, but the wording of 
the two items had been left to be decided. That matter was now before Senate. 


Mr. K. Adams, University Registrar, presented and explained items C.1. and C.2. 
(Priority Procedure, page 2, document US-79-9-D2 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN 
SIMON, SECONDED BY PROF. FINK, THAT THE WORDING OF ITEMS 
C.l. AND C.2. (PRIORITY PROCEDURE, PAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-79-9-D2), BE APPROVED. Concern was voiced over the publication of the 
procedure and the lists of courses to which the accelerated process would apply 
and assurance was sought that the priority appeal lists would be given greater 
circulation than simply being posted in the Registrar's Service Department. Also, 
some notification to students should be undertaken both on a departmental and 
Faculty basis. Mr. Adams stated that he would anticipate that if a Faculty wished 
to use the Priority Procedure, which was the case in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, it would be promoted within the Faculty and Departments. 


Dr. O’Brien stated that he had a great deal of sympathy with the problem of how 
such things are made known. In so far as printing lists of courses subject to 
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priority appeal in the Announcement, etc. was concerned, the lead times in these 
publications were such that it was not a practical response. With respect to the 
Priority Procedure, there might well be cases where there was no particular 
inducement to a Faculty to advertise the availability of these Procedures, If a 
Faculty was sufficiently interested in the first place to put any courses on the list, 
that Faculty would have the same interest in advertising the list as widely as it 
possibly could. However, the way's and means by which it does so, tend to defy 
codification in a regulation and we largely have to depend on that interest factor 
making it happen. 


It was pointed out that in the time period between two terms, when the student 
was trying to find out whether or not he or she was eligible to procede in the next 
Term. the only way that the student could determine this was by checking the 
grades posted in the Registrar's Service Department, which was the same location 
for posting the courses covered by the Priority Procedure. This meant, in effect, 
that in finding out that there was a need for an appeal, the student would find in 
the same place, the s for which the Priority Procedure applied. That was, there list 
of course would be complete transfer of information for those people who would 
need it. 


Various suggestions were made for promulgating the lists, which included postings 
on departmental bulletin boards, advertising in the University newspapers, and 
including the lists in the Pre-Registration kits as part of the Registration 
procedure. It was also explained that in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration the practice has been for the Dean to send a memorandum towards 
the end of each Term, to all instructors in applicable courses, asking the instructor 
to announce the regulation to the class. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that the Registrar take note of the various suggestions that 
have been made and if and when he receives lists from Faculties, other than 
Commerce and Administration which has successfully operated the system, he 
might remind them of the problem and the various ways for dealing with it. THE 
MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


With respect to item C.5 of the Priority Procedure, Mr. Adams advised that the 
word "subsequent," which was objected to at the last meeting, has been deleted 
and the phrase "for the next term" added to coincide with the phraseology used in 
item C.2. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LAJOIE, SECONDED BY MS. DIACOUMACOS, 
THAT THE REVISED WORDING OF ITEM c.5, (PRIORITY PROCEDURE, 
PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-79-9-D2), BE APPROVED. 
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The feeling was expressed that the phraseology might still lead to some confusion 
because the words "for the next term" which appeared in item C.2 could be 
interpreted as representing a period of three or six months. It was suggested that 
perhaps it would be clearer if the words "for the next term" were deleted 
completely. 


Mr. Adams advised that the problem referred to above was recognized but no one 
was able to come up with a word or set of words to resolve the difficulty. 


Dr. O’Brien suggested that with problems of this kind, unless an obvious 
improvement was proposed, the best approach would be to pass the motion as 
was and if it proves to cause trouble, it could be clarified at that time. 


THE MOTION WASYOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Concern was expressed over item B.4 (DOC-US-79-9-D2) which stated that the 
application for re-evaluation would be forwarded to the Chairman of the 
appropriate department, with a copy to the Dean. The feeling was expressed that 
a copy of the application should also be sent to the instructor so that the 
instructor would be aware of the reasons for the re-evaluation. It was agreed that 
the question be referred to the Ad hoc Committee for consideration and that it be 
brought back to Senate at a later meeting for discussion. 


Repetition of Courses 


Dr. O’Brien explained that the upper portion of document US-79-9-D3 was the 
existing regulations and, as of this moment, that was what would appear in the 
1980/81 Calendar. The bottom part of document US-79-9-D3 (italics), was a 
proposed different set of regulations on Repetition of Courses, which, if Senate 
saw fit to adopt, would replace the existing regulations. However, it was not 
absolutely necessary to adopt the proposed regulations at today's meeting, and if 
the problem turned out to be more complex than it appeared and it did not seem 
feasible to resolve the question today, presumably Senate would continue to 
discuss the matter, but not with the expectation of meeting this years' Calendar 
deadline. 


Mr. Adams presented the document on Repetition of Courses 
(DOC-US-79-9-D3). 


Dean Chaikelson advised that the feeling of the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
was that in certain programmes there were required courses that students must 
take and complete in order to finish the programme and the statement that "A 
student may repeat a failed course only once.11 was not enough by itself. That 


was, there were occasions when a student should be allowed either to take the 
course a third time, if the student wished to remain in that particular programme, 
or substitute some other course, if that was possible. The Council wished to have 
a statement that "in general a student may repeat a failed course only once; 
however, should a course required for a programme be failed a second time, the 
student must appeal to the appropriate Student Request Committee for 
permission to take the course a third time, or for permission to replace the 
required course with another." 


Dean Chaikelson also advised that the Faculty Council was in favor of allowing a 
student to repeat a course which had already been passed, if that was what the 
student wished to do, and in addition the Council was also concerned with the 
words "internal" and "external" (item 2. and 3., document US-79-9-D3) and felt 
that the meaning of "internal" and "external use" should be clarified. 


With respect to item 4. (DOC-US-79-9-D3), Dean Chaikelson advised that it 
would be virtually impossible for the Faculty of Arts and Science to enforce this 
regulation, because many courses in Arts and Science were offered on one 
particular night only and therefore an evening student might not be able to take 
that course. In addition, on occasion there were courses which were not offered 
immediately in the next session. The feeling of the Faculty Council was that the 
wording of item 4. either had to be softened, if it was necessary in other Faculties 
that the course be taken immediately in the next session, or that it be deleted 
completely. 


It was stated that one could certainly accept the comments of the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council as being intelligent comments. However, it was felt that it would 
be Very difficult for Senate to arrive at a legible copy of the regulation at today's 
meeting. Consequently it was suggested that the current regulation be continued 
for another year, which would allow time for the concerns of the Arts and Science 
Faculty to be sorted out. It was argued that it was becoming increasingly more 
difficult in Arts and Science to operate under the existing regulations because it 
was becoming more difficult to determine on which campus a particular student 
was registered. 


Dr. O’Brien stated that there did not appear to be too much controversy over the 
issues raised by the Arts and Science Faculty Council and the problem was really 
one of drafting or of finding ways to do certain things. He suggested that for the 
purposes of this year, Senate might pass Dean Chaikelson's version of item 1., 
allowing students to attempt a course a third time, along with the versions of 
items 2., 3., 4., which were contained in document US-79-9-D3. At the same time 
Senate could refer the question of the terms "internal" and "external" to the Ad hoc 
Committee with an eye to possible amendments a year from now. With respect to 


item 4. (italics, document US-79-9-D3), Dr. O’ Brien pointed out that this was, in 
fact, the existing regulation and he suggested that the Committee be asked to study 
the particular problems of applying this regulation in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science , or alternatively, to determine how important this regulation was to the 
other Faculties. The Committee could either come up with a new formulation for 
next year or could report that this was the best that could be done. 


Concerning items 2. and 3., it was argued that these regulations should not be 
written in terms of the purpose for which the course was being taken again, 
because we cannot say what another university would or would not do with 
respect to an upgraded mark. Rather, the regulation should state that students are 
allowed to take a course again, but that the record would reflect the grade obtained 
on the first attempt; that no credit would be attached to any further times that the 
course might be taken; and that this University would only use the first grade in 
so far as evaluation of the student was concerned. It was further argued that the 
terms "internal" and "external" should have nothing to do with a student being 
allowed to take a course again, because a student might say that he or she wanted 
to take the course again for a particular purpose, and then decide to use it for a 
different purpose. That should not be of concern to the University, except to let 
the student know that we would not use the second entry for credit, for 
scholarship, or for any other purpose. 


Concern was expressed over the last sentence in item 3. (italics, document 
US-79-9-D3), it being explained that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
was presently considering a proposal to implement a Grade Point Average for 
Graduation, which would require students to take courses over for purposes of 
up-grading. 


It was pointed out that the concern expressed above, represented, in fact, the 
current practice in the Faculty of Engineering. Prof. Stewart proposed that items 
2. and 3.(italics, document US-79-9-D3), be combined and reworded that "A 
student who has received credit for a completed course may not write a 
supplemental examination; a student may request to repeat a course for personal 
reasons, for example, to meet an external requirement; the student's record will 
reflect the new grade, however, there will be no credit value associated with the 
grade and the original entry will be used for averaging purposes, except as 
provided by the special regulations in the Faculty of Engineering." 


Dr. O’Brien again explained that if Senate decided not to approve the proposed 
regulations, the regulations as printed at the top of the page (DOC-US-79-9-D3), 
would continue to exist for the coming year. On the other hand, Senate could 
consider a motion from Dean Chaikelson to substitute for the relevent sections at 
the top of the page, her proposal concerning taking a course for the third time. 


Likewise, Senate could consider a motion from Prof. Stewart to insert, in effect, a 
new regulation that bears a certain resemblance to items 2. and 3., at the bottom of 
the page. With respect to item 4., at the bottom of the page Dr. O’Brien again 
pointed out that that was an existing regulation and would continue as is unless 
there was a proposal made to do something else. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWANY, THAT IN GENERAL A STUDENT MAY REPEAT A FAILED 
COURSE ONLY ONCE. HOWEVER, SHOULD A COURSE REQUIRED FOR 
A PROGRAMME BE FAILED A SECOND TIME, THE STUDENT MUST 
APPEAL TO THE APPROPRIATE STUDENT REQUEST COMMITTEE 
FOR PERMISSION TO TAKE A COURSE A THIRD TIME, OR FOR 
PERMISSION TO REPLACE THE REQUIRED COURSE WITH ANOTHER 
COURSE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. STEWART, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT A STUDENT WHO HAS RECEIVED CREDIT FOR A COMPLETED 
COURSE MAY NOT WRITE A SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATION. A 
STUDENT WHO HAS RECEIVED CREDIT FOR A COMPLETED COURSE 
MAY REPEAT THE COURSE FOR PERSONAL REASONS, FOR 
INSTANCE, TO MEET AN EXTERNAL REQUIREMENT. THE STUDENT'S 
RECORD WILL REFLECT THE NEW GRADE, HOWEVER THERE WILL BE 
NO CREDIT VALUE ASSOCIATED WITH THE GRADE. THE ORIGINAL 
ENTRY WILL BE USED FOR AVERAGING PURPOSES, EXCEPT AS 
PROVIDED BY THE ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS IN THE FACULTY OF 
ENGINEERING. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


With respect to item 4. at the bottom of the page (DOC-US-79-9-D3), it was 
understood that this was an existing regulation and would remain as worded for 
the coming year. 


Dr. O’Brien stated that the Ad hoc Committee would be asked to review the 
Regulations on Repetition of Courses, not with an eye for the 1980/81 
Announcement but in a more leisurely fashion, for possible redrafting at a future 
date. 


79-9-11 IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE REVISED REGULATIONS ON REPETITION OF 
COURSES BE EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY. 


79-9-12 
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- MOTION CARRIED - 


Implementation Date for Academic Re-evaluation Regulations 


Mr. Adams proposed that the implementation date for the revision to the 
Academic Re-evaluation Regulations (DOC-US-79-9-D2), should be the 
publication date of the Calendar, that was, June 1, 1980. He also recommended 
that since the Faculty of Commerce and Administration has used the approved 
procedure last year, they should not be denied the right to continue with that 
practice for this Fall/Winter Session if they wished to do so. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SIMON, SECONDED BY PROF. GOODWIN, 
THAT THE IMPLEMENTATION DATE FOR THE REVISIONS TO THE 
ACADEMIC RE-EVALUATION REGULATIONS (DOC-US-79-9-D2), BE 
JUNE 1, 1980, BUT THAT EXCEPTIONALLY, FOR THE FACULTY OF 
COMMERCE AND ADMINISTARION, THEY BE IMPLEMENTED 
IMMEDIATELY. 


Grading Regulations 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. STEWART, SECONDED BY PROF. TRUDEL, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN THE GRADING REGULATIONS 
(DOC-US-79-9-D4), BE APPROVED. 


Dean Cohen stated that the proposed change would mean that if an instructor 
wished to allow a student to take a supplemental examination, the instructor 
would have to assign a grade of "F-40". 


Responding to the above, Mr. Adams explained-that the grade would either have 
to be "F-40" or "R-20". He advised that the feeling of the Committee was that a 
student at the "F-40" level would have a much greater chance of success in a 
supplemental examination than a student at the "20" level. 


However, Dean Cohen explained that was not the intention of the 
recommendation from the Chemistry Department, which was happy with the 
existence of the grade "FF/NS"., whereby a grade of "FF" could be assigned, with 
no supplemental privileges. Rather, what the Chemistry Department was 
objecting to was that by allowing the grade of "FF/NS"., the instructors were being 
forced to use it for everyone in a particular class, and the Department was 
recommending that that grade should be permitted even in courses where 
supplementals were allowed, but only in the case of a student who- had failed the 


laboratory segment but passing the supplemental would not help that student to 
pass the course. 


Mr. Adams explained that the same result would be achieved by using "FNS" and 
"RP" within a given course and he had no objection-if that were done. He stated also 
that the way the document reads (DOC-US-79-9-D4), if approved, the 
implementation date would have to be a year hence. However, if Dean Cohen's 
interpretation was applied to the regulation, it could-be implemented immediately. 


It was argued that what Dean Cohen had suggested could, in fact, be implemented 
immediately, because if the regulation was read in the context of the full set of 
regulations, it would-be physically impossible for some students, even in a course 
which allows such students to write a supplemental, to pass the course, provided 
that the instructor stated at the beginning of the Term that in order to pass the 
course a student must pass both the laboratory segment and the lecture segment. 
In that circumstance, -if the laboratory segment has already been failed, the option 
of insisting that the student has to write the supplemental, even with a grade of 
"FF-20", was a meaningless option because the course would remain failed. 


Responding to the above, Dean Cohen stated that the wording under "FF - ' 
Failing Grade" would have to be changed, because as presently worded, it has been 
forcing the Registrar to notify departments that the same grade sheet cannot 
contain "FF-20" and "FF/NS". 


The feeling was expressed that another interpretation was possible, without 
actually changing the wording, by simply adding an illustrative sentence in a 
subsequent paragraph, with Senate agreement, that an instructor could assign a 
grade of "FF/NS" in a course with other students being graded "FF" without the 
"NS". 


It was explained that the-difficulty was in reading the FF-Failing Grade regulation 
and understanding the supplemental examination regulation as it exists in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, which refers to courses in which supplementals are 
not precluded and courses in which supplementals exist. That was, the regulation 
applied to the whole course. 


It was suggested that the problem would be resolved by adding, under "Grading - 
Procedures and Special Cases" (Section 16.3.3., 1979/80 Calendar), a sentence 
stating that "In the event that writing the supplemental will not permit a pass 
because of what precedes, the instructor shall give a grade of FF/NS." 


It was also suggested that under similar circumstances where it was impossible to 
pass the course, the same statement could apply as well to the "F/NS" grade. 


Mr. Adams advised that he was prepared to accept the suggested solution and he 
explained that the reason that he had interpreted the regulation the way he had 
was because in the previous Senate debate it was specifically stated that 
supplementals were to be allowed in all courses and therefore the double grade 
could not be used on one grade sheet. 


Dr. O’Brien explained that under the present grading system, a question has been 
raised concerning supplemental privileges. One way to approach that question 
was to change the grading system by introducing the "R-Repeat" grade. Another 
way was to change the interpretation of the existing grading system, and to avoid 
confusion, make some small changes in the wording. His impression was that this 
was not an issue that was going to be too clear to many members of Senate, 
without spending some time going back into the grading system and, to some 
extent, the history of it. A suggestion has been made at today's meeting that, to 
accomplish what originally gave rise to this question within the past year, we 
should try to stay with the existing grading system but interpreted in such a way 
that the grade "FF/NS" could be given not only to every student in a course who 
deserves that grade, but also that it could be given only to some students, who 
would receive "FF/NS" and other students who would get "FF". There was also 
the suggestion that the same logic be extended so that there could be "F/NS". 


Dr. O’Brien further advised that it could be argued that the above suggestion was 
simply a re-interpretation of the existing grading system, but also that it might be 
wise to make some minor changes in wording, in order to ensure that that was the 
only interpretation. If Senate was prepared to go in that direction, the change 
could be approved in principle, in which case the changes would have to be made 
and inserted into the Calendar without Senate seeing them again, but also brought 
back to Senate at a subsequent meeting, for information and formal ratification. 


He pointed out that the motion on the floor was to approve the change proposed 
in document US-79-9-D4. 


Dean Cohen advised that on reflection, he was prepared to withdraw all of his 
statements and vote in favor of the motion as it stands, because the effect of the 
motion would be to take into account everything that has been said, without 
introducing new grades and mixing them up within one grade sheet. That was, he 
was in favor of replacing the "FF-Failing Grade" with the "R-Repeat Failing 
Grade", provided that mixing "F" and "R" grades on the same grade sheet was 
allowed. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY PROF. CURNEW 
THAT THE IMPLEMENTATION DATE FOR THE "R-REPEAT FAILING 
GRADE" BE JUNE 1, 1980, AND THAT THE GRADING SYSTEM, AS 
PUBLISHED IN THE 1979/80 CALENDAR, REMAIN AS IS FOR THE 
CURRENT YEAR. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O’Brien announced that he had to leave the Senate meeting and he asked Prof. 
J. Bordan, Vice-Chairman of Senate, to Chair the remainder of the meeting. 


Concordia Medals and Prizes 


Prof. Bordan noted that the recommendations from the Fellowships, Scholarships 
and Awards Committee (DOC-US-79-9-D6) were incorporated into the Report 
on Medals and Prizes (DOC-US-79-9-D5). 


Mr. K. Adams, University Registrar, presented and explained the Report on 
Medals and Prizes (DOC-US-79-9-D5), and outlined the history of the 
development of the recommendations. 


Concern was voiced over the designation of the Philosophy award as the W.R. 
Fraser Medal (Appendix I, page 1, document US-79-9-D5), and it was stated that 
the Philosophy Department had not been consulted on the matter. There was a 
heated reaction to the question "Who was W.R. Fraser?". 


Mr. Adams drew Senate's attention to Recommendation 8, which states "That the 
existing names of the medals and awards be used where possible, and that in the 
departments where double names exist that the department recommend which 
name should be used." Insofar as the Philosophy Department was concerned, 
there was only one name, and hence it was quite possible that that name was 
attributed without the matter actually being referred to the Department. 


It was explained that the concern over the Philosophy Medal was not necessarily 
with the name of the medal, but rather with the idea that some University body 
has decided on a policy for those cases where there was a name on one campus 
but not on the other campus, without the department being consulted. 


It was stated that in all cases the medals that existed were inherited by the 
combined departments and it was argued therefore that it did not seem that any 
process of consultation was necessary at any stage. However, the feeling was 
expressed that what did seem necessary, in cases where information was lacking, 


was that the history of a particular medal should be drawn up and made known 
within the department in which it is located. 


It was noted that the name of the Top Engineering Medal should be corrected .to 
read "The Chait Medal" (Appendix I, page 1, document US-79-9-D5). 


It was suggested that on line 5 of the description of the Helen McNicoll Prize 
(Undergraduate Prizes and other Departmental Awards, document-US79-9-D5), 
the phrase Visual Arts should be changed to "Studio Art" and also that "Arts 
History" should be corrected to "Art History". It was felt that these should be 
referred to the Faculty of Fine Arts for correction. 


It was pointed out that B. Ed. students were not competing for a Faculty Prize in 
Arts and Science and it was suggested that this could be corrected by awarding the 
Henry Birks Medal to the Top B.A. or "B. Ed. Student". 


It was suggested that instead there should be a separate Medal for B. Ed. students. 
It was explained that previously in the $.G.W. Faculty of Arts there was a 
separate medal, the Anne Stokes Medal, and that only students from one 
department were able to compete for that Medal. Since there were now prizes for 
each department, the appropriate place for the Anne Stokes Medal, for which 
students within only one department may compete, was as a departmental prize.. 
However, this meant that those students could not, at the moment, compete for a 
Faculty Medal. 


Senate was advised that the Geology Department was unanimously recommending 
that the Geology Medal be called the A.N. Deland Geology Medal. 


It was suggested that the phrase "except as noted in Recommendation 13.", be 
added at the end of Recommendation 12, (page 3, document US-79-9-DS). 


Again it was suggested that the question of a separate medal for B. Ed. students 
should be looked into, it being argued that a B. Ed. was different from a B,A. and 
that Education students should have a possibility of earning a medal, but one that 
was Separate from the Arts medal. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KORNBLATT, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING MEDALS 
AND PRIZES (DOC-US-79-9-D5), BE APPROVED. 


With respect to Recommendation 16, (Page 3, document US-79-9-D5), it was 
argued that the use of numerical grading on the Loyola Campus, versus 


alphabetical grading, created an edge or deficit in the selection of medal winners, 
depending on which campus a student was located. 


Prof. Bordan explained that the concern expressed above was not a function of the 
matter now before Senate, but rather, it was a function of the grading system that 
Senate previously adopted. 


Concern was also expressed over the fact that failed students were able to upgrade 
their marks through supplemental examinations, which grade was used in 
determining whether or not a student would graduate with distinction. 


Mr. Adams advised that the regulation established by Senate was that the second 
entry was the entry that appeared on the record. 


It was stated that the University could find itself in an embarrassing position if it 
should happen that there were two students with similar averages, one obtained 
by supplemental examination and the other not obtained by supplemental 
examination. The feeling was expressed that something should be done to avoid 
that potential embarrassment. 


Prof. Bordan agreed that the point was well taken. However, he again advised that 
the problem referred to above was a function of the Grading System Regulations 
and not of the Recommendations on Medals and Prizes. (DOC-US-799-D5). 


Mr. Adams pointed out that an ad hoc committee has been established in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, to examine the grading system. He stated that he 
agreed with the comments that have been made and the problems alluded to. Also, 
he anticipated that the report from the ad hoc committee would generate the 
debate to review the grading system and he felt that Senate should not attempt to 
legislate anything to circumvent the grading system at this particular time. 


Concern was expressed over the addition of "non-academic" criteria in 
Recommendation 4 (DOC-US-79-9-D5), it being argued that departments were 
not in a position to evaluate a student's performance outside the academic field of 
the department. Also, the phrase "highest departmental award" implied that it was 
an academic award and it was suggested that the -phrase "non-academic" should be 
deleted from the Recommendation. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. TOBIAS, THAT THE PHRASE "AND NON-ACADEMIC" BE 
DELETED FROM THE LAST LINE IN RECOMMENDATION 4 (PAGE 1, 
DOCUMENT US-79-9-D5). 


It was argued that the effect of the amendment would be to dictate to the 
departments that the criteria to be used in determining who receives the award, 
will be academic criteria only. 


Mr. Adams explained that the current practice was that he presents an academic 
list of the top 5 or 10 students, to each department and it was then in the hands of 
the department to either go strictly on the basis of the academic aspect or to inject 
other elements into the process. He supported the idea that the decision as to how 
the evaluation was to be done should be left up to the departments. 


It was argued that if the amendment was approved it would mean that 
departments would be limited to academic criteria, but on the other hand, deleting 
the last sentence completely would mean that departments could choose to 
include "non-academic" criteria if they wished to do so. 


It was explained that the intent of the amendment was that only academic 
criteria-would be used in determining departmental award winners. 


It was argued that the important word in Recommendation 4, was the word 
"outstanding", as opposed to the top ranking student-as determined by a grade 
point average and it should be left to the department to determine the most 
"outstanding" student in the department. It was suggested that the last line should 
be deleted completely. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER OF THEAMENDMENT AGREED THAT 
THE AMENDMENT BE CHANGED TO"THAT THE LAST SENTENCE IN 
RECOMMENDATION 4. (PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-79-9-D5), BE 
DELETED". 


It was pointed out that if the amendment was passed, there would be a certain 
difficulty in distinguishing between the "highest ranking" and '!most outstanding" 
student (Recommendation 1, document US-79-9-D5) and in determining which 
was the higher of the two. 


It was explained that "highest ranking" was determined simply on the basis of 
numerical calculation, while to determine the "most outstanding" student required 
a certain amount of judgement and the reason for leaving that in the hands of the 
department, as opposed to the Faculty or Senate, was simply because there was 
too broad a range for any body except the department to handle. Hopefully the 
faculty within a single department would know their students well enough to be 
able to distinguish between students on a basis which was still academic but not 
purely numerical. 


It was suggested that it should be made clear in Recommendation 1., that "highest 
ranking" was defined in Recommendation 16 and the definition of "most 
outstanding" was suggested in Recommendation 17. 


It was presumed that the logical operator in Recommendation 16 was the phrase 
"the highest standing’ based on the numerical evaluation", while in 
Recommendation 17 the logical operator was the phrase "need not he based solely 
on ranking." It was argued that if we were going to say that one of these was the 
interpretor of Recommendation 4, we should clarify which one. 


It was suggested that the above concern could be resolved by changing line 4, in 
Recommendation 17 (page 4, document US-79-9-D5), to read need not be based 


solely on either numerical evaluation or numerical ranking." 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER OF THE AMENDMENT AGREED THAT 
THE AMENDMENT BE CHANGED TO "THAT THE LAST SENTENCE IN 
RECOMMENDATION 4 BE DELETED AND THAT THE WORD 
"RESPECTIVELY' BE ADDED AT THE END OF THE LAST SENTENCE IN 
RECOMMENDATION 1 (PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-79-9-D5)" 


THE AMENDMENT, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


With respect to the phrase the student's last ninety credits.", (line 3, 
Recommendation 16, page 3, document US-79-9-D5), it was presumed that this 
meant all courses other than those courses taken as part of the "extended 
programme," and it was suggested that the wording be modified accordingly. 


It was stated that Senate has passed an amendment to add the word 
"respectively," at the end of Recommendation 1., and it was suggested that since 
Recommendation 16 contained the phrase "highest standing", the word 
"outstanding" should be included somewhere in Recommendation 17. 


.AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY 
PROF. STEWART, THAT THE PHRASE "TO BE AWARDED TO THE 
MOST OUTSTANDING STUDENT," BE INCLUDED IN THE SECOND 
SENTENCE IN RECOMMENDATION 17 (PAGE 4, DOCUMENT 
US-79-9-D5). 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


With respect to Recommendation 17, concern wag voiced over the criteria used to 
produce the list of candidates that is given to departments to select the ."most 
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outstanding" student (for departmental prizes), and it was pointed-out that in the 
Faculty of Engineering the practice was to limit the courses,-in this process, to 
those courses taken in the last year of the programme. It was wondered whether 
the Faculty of Engineering could continue this practice. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY 
DEAN SWAMY, THAT WITH RESPECT TO RECOMMENDATION 17, 
THE PARTICULAR SITUATION BE CLARIFIED FOR THE FACULTY.OF 
ENGINEERING. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


Concern was voiced over the Computer Science Option I and Option II medals 
(Appendix II, Faculty of Engineering, document US-79-9-D5),'it being pointed out 
that these designations did not exist and in fact there were four Options. in 
Computer Science and that there already was the Computer Science Medal, which 
was awarded to the highest ranking student graduating with the degree of Bachelor 
of Computer Science. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY 
PROF. GIGUERE, THAT THE COMPUTER SCIENCE OPTION I MEDAL 
AND THE COMPUTER SCIENCE OPTION-II MEDAL, (APPENDIX II, 
PAGE 4,DOCUMENT US-79-9-D5), BE DELETED. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 

Concerning The Anne Stokes Medal, it was suggested that the departmental 
designation be dropped (page 1, Appendix I, Faculty of Arts and Science Awards, 
Division I, document US-79-9-D5), and that the medal be listed as a University 


Award for the Top B.Ed. student, the medal to be named The Anne Stokes 
Medal. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m. due to the loss of a quorum. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


